ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS ST., SUITE 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1 PET (1738) FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


If there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 


Date Received: June 2B, Z072- Case Number: Z2- D5 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/CVT: Karter B. Neal DVM 
Premise Name: Santa Cruz Veterinarian Clinic 


Premise Address: 2408 S. 12th Avenue 


City; Tucson State: AZ Zipp Code 85706 


Telephone: (620)889-9643 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT®: 
. Janice Reynolds 


Home ,,L Cell Telephon 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. 


RECEIVED 
JUN 03 2022 


Cc. 


PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 
Name: Little Bit Reynolds 


Breed/Species: Miniature English Bulldog 


Age: 18 months . Sex: Female 


PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 
Name: 

Breed/Species: 

Age: Sex: 


Color: 


VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 


Karter B. Neal DVM 

Santa Cruz Veterinarian Clinic 
5408 S. 12th Avenue 

Tucson, AZ 85706 


WITNESS INFORMATION: 


Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 


direct knowledge regarding this case. 


Vet Tech/Front Office Karen (reported the incident to us) 
Wayne R. Reynolds (husband who picked up Little Bit from Vet office) 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 


investigation of this case. 


Signature: 


Date: 5- 3f- AA 


F. ALLEGATIONS and/or CONCERNS: 
Please provide all information that you feel is relevant to the complaint. This 
portion must be either typewritten or clearly printed in ink. 


We brought in Little Bit for a cherry eye procedure. We filled out paperwork prior to the 
clinic checking Little Bit in for procedure. On the form it indicates type of surgery 
needed, sex of pet, whether the pet is spayed and if the pet has had any litters. 

On the form, which | have enclosed is the form that shows LIttle Bit was checked in for 
a cherry eye procedure, she is a spayed female and had no littlers. 

We got a call from Karen, who we presume is either a tech or works in the front office, 
that Little Bit is in recovery and very groggy from the anasthesia. And that there had 
been an incorrect note made on her chart by Karen. ke marked her for a spay and 
cherry eye procedure. hitter 

The Vet attempted to spay Little Bit a second time /She stated, according to Karen, that 
she saw the scar but assumeds Little Bit had a+ittte and it was a C Section scar. She 
did not check her chart and made an incision in our dog, realizing she made a mistake, 
closed the incision. Subsequently, the incision got infected. Karen apologized for 
making an incorrect note and said there would be a discount for the error. | state my 
concern, dismay and surprise when she called to advise of the error. How can a vet not 
double check a chart when you can clearly see a scar from being spayed previously? 


We received no compensation for the error and had to pay for the antibiotics for the 
infection. 

The Vet also "tattooed" our dog without our permission. I'm not sure what the purpose 
of the tattoo is but it was not authorized by me. 


Rev 8.14.17 


Asavet Veterinary Services, LLC 
Dba Santa Cruz Veterinary Clinic 
5408 S 12 Ave 
Tucson, AZ 85706 
June 28, 2022 
Dear AzVMEB Board: 


My name is Karter B. Neal, DVM and | am the owner/operator of Santa Cruz Vet Clinic. 
This letter serves as response to complaint number 22-135 with regards to “Little Bit” Reynolds. 


Both Little Bit and her housemate, Ginger; 2 purebred English Bulldogs, presented to 
Santa Cruz clinic for surgery on May 13, 2022. Ginger presented for a spay and Little Bit 
presented for a cherry eye repair. Unfortunately, Little Bit’s surgical paper was also highlighted 
by my front staff as a spay surgery in addition to the cherry eye repair. | did not question this as 
unusual, as we perform dozens of requests for dual procedure surgeries every month, and | 
proceeded to check Little Bit in as a spay and cherry eye repair. 


Ginger’s spay surgery was first and went normally. Ginger was tattooed per our 
spay/neuter policy. Next, Little Bit presented on my surgery table and | immediately noted the 
presence of a previous lap scar. Our clinic receives many pure-bred bulldogs with a history of 
previous C-Sections and Little Bit’s lap scar was about three and a half inches long, longer than 
a normal non-gravid spay would be; | thought at the time she had likely had had a C-section in 
the past and that her reproductive tract remained intact. This is not unusual at all in our 
practice. We promote the spay and neuter of all English Bulldogs and routinely spay 
multiparous females with previous laparotomy scars from C-sections. Low cost spay and neuter 
clinics in the state are unfortunately increasingly refusing to perform surgeries on 
brachycephalic dogs or will charge significant extra fees for doing so. Thus, our clinic sees an 
overrepresentation of Bulldogs with previous reproductive surgeries. With these assumptions 
in my mind, | opened Little Bit up with a ventral midline incision, noted previous internal spay 
scars and closed her up and tattooed her incision. Per our surgical release that owner's sign, 
spayed/neutered animals are tattooed for identification. | then put Little Bit into sternal 
recumbency and performed the cherry eye repair uneventfully. Upon Little Bit’s recovery, | told 
Kim Ward that Little Bit had already been spayed, maybe the owner did not know this, and it 
was at this point that the transposition error on the surgical form was noted by our surgical 
staff. | requested that Kim Ward, our CSR Lead who helped check the Reynolds dogs in, call the 
clients to notify them of the error, tell them everything went fine regardless, the cherry eye 
surgery went well, and her and Ginger were doing well. 


We received a call on May 16* that Little Bit wasn’t doing well and | instructed staff to have 
them bring her immediately to the clinic for a recheck; we would not charge for any post-op 


care. They declined to bring Little Bit to our clinic, but the clients did send internet photo of her 
incision. The photo showed a mildly separated skin incision with serous discharge and presence 
of tattoo ink leaking in incision. Based on the internet photo, it looked like a mild skin infection 
at the site of the spay incision. Since they were not willing to bring dog into clinic, we called in 
a prescription of cephalexin to a pharmacy of their choice. We attempted to pay the $12.56 
over the phone to the pharmacy directly, but they refused to take our credit card payment over 
the phone per their company policy. 


To clarify a couple of statements from the Reynolds correspondence, the person to 
whom they refer as “Karen” is actually Kim Ward, my CSR Lead, who spoke to them multiple 
times over the phone about the error. We do riot have a Karen on our staff. There is also an 
email correspondence from them regarding concern about a drain placed in Little Bit; but no 
drain was ever placed in either the spay incision or for the cherry eye. 


! am truly sorry for any pain and stress we inflicted upon the Reynolds family. | am glad 
that Ginger and Little Bit are doing well and have recovered from surgery. We obviously made 
a serious error in our paperwork and check-in procedures and are in the process of redesigning 
our paperwork to reduce further chance of transposition errors in the future. Please advise of 
us as to next steps in AZMEB investigation, or if you need any further information from us 
regarding this case. 


Respectfully, | 


\ 
Karter B. Neal, DVM 


Owner/operator 


Santa Cruz Vet Clinic 


Victoria Whitmore 
- Executive Director - 


Douglas A. Ducey 
- Governor - 


ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. Adams Street, Ste. 4600, Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Phone (602) 364-1-PET (1738) * FAX (602) 364-1039 
vetboard.az.gov 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: PM Investigative Committee: Adam Almaraz - Chair 
Amrit Rai, DVM 
Steven Dow, DVM 
Gregg Maura 
Justin McCormick, DVM 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Marc Harris, Assistant Attorney General 


RE: Case: 22-135 
Complainant(s): Janice Reynolds 
Respondent(s): Karter Neal, DVM (License: 3764) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 6/3/22 Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 10/4/22 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised 
Board |IR: 11/16/22 September 2013 (Yellow) 


On May 13, 2022, “Little Bit,” a 1.5-year-old spayed female English Bulldog was presented 
to Respondent for a cherry eye procedure. Later that day, Complainant received a call from 
hospital staff reporting that an error was made and Respondent attempted to spay the dog. 
Once in the abdomen, Respondent realized the dog was spayed — she closed the abdomen 
and tattooed the incision. The cherry eye was repaired and the dog recovered uneventfully. 

On May 16, 2022, Complainant advised Respondent that the spay incision was infected 
and sent a photo of the incision site. Complainant declined bringing the dog in for an exam 
therefore Respondent called in a prescription of cephalexin to a pharmacy of 


Complainant's choice. 


Complainant was noticed and did not appear. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared. 


22-135, Karter Neal, DVM 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
@ Complainant(s) narrative: Janice Reynolds 
e@ Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Karter Neal, DVM 
e . Witness statement: Kimberly Ward — Respondent's CSR 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: , 


1. On May 13, 2022, Complainant.presented two female English.Bulldogs to Respondent for 
surgical procedures; Ginger and Little Bit. Ginger was scheduled to be spayed:and Little Bit 
was to have a cherry eye repair in the. left eye. Complainant completed the paperwork as 
required — she wrote that the dog-.was there for cherry eye repair, that the dog had.been 
previously spayed and. had no litters. 


2. Ginger was spayed and incision site tattooed per their policy without issue. 


3. Little Bit was examined; weight = 45 pounds, temperature. = 103 degrees, heart rate = 
160bpm, and respiration rate = pant. The dog was ‘pre-medicated with acepromazine and 
butorphanol;. induced with ketamine:-and midazolam: and maintained: on isoflurane and - 
oxygen. 


4. After Ginger was spayed, Respondent stated that Little Bit presented next-on her surgery 
table. She. immediately noted: the presence of a:previous lap scar. The. premises sees many 
pure-bred bulldogs with a previous history of C-section therefore. she thought that the dog 
likely had a.C-section in the past. Respondent opened the dog with a. ventral midline 
-incision; she noted previous internal ‘spay scars, closed the dog up. and tattooed the. incision 
per surgical release signed by the pet-owner. The dog was placed in ‘sternal recumbency 
and Respondent performed the cherry eye repair. The dog recovered uneventfully. 


5. After the dog recovered, Respondent advised staff member, Ms. Ward, that the dog had 
.already been spayed. At this point; it was. noted. that there was an error’on the surgical form 
- by surgical staff. Staff had highlighted with a pink highlighter the initials DS which indicated 
the: dog’ was to. be spayed (DS = Dog Spay). Respondent had-.Ms. Ward’ contact 
Complainant to advise her of the error, relay that everything went fine regardless, and both 
-dogs were doing well. 


6. On May 16, 2022, Complainant called Respondent's premises to report the dog was not 
doing well. She was advised to bring the dog in immediately to: be evaluated at no charge. . 
Complainant declined to bring the dog in but sent a-photograph of the dog's. incision site. 
Respondent noted the infection at the surgery site and called'in a prescription of cephalexin 
to a pharmacy of their choice. Respondent stated they attempted to pay for the 
prescription over the phone but the pharmacy refused to take the credit card over the 
. phone. , 
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22-135, Karter Neal, DVM 


7. According to Ms. Ward, while highlighting the forms for the needed services, she 
highlighted both forms for “dog spay” - Ginger was to be spayed and Little Bit was to have a 
cherry eye repair only. Ms. Ward contacted Complainant after Respondent brought the 
error to her attention; she took responsibility for the error. 


8. Respondent stated in her narrative that Complainant sent an email expressing concerns 
with the services provided. Complainant mentioned that drains were placed. however no 
drains were placed in either dog. Additionally, due to this incident, Respondent stated that 
they are redesigning their paperwork to reduce further chance of errors in the future. 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 

The Committee discussed that they understood how: the ‘mistake happened: and. why 
‘Respondent proceeded with the procedure. The premises recognized the error and made: 
adjustments to ensure this did not happen again. However, this: !ed.to. the.dog undergoing 
an unnecessary procedure and later had an infection of the incision site. 

The Committee. commented that:the Respondent is under a lot of pressure and performs 
these procedures at a rapid pace. Pre-op exams are performed; however, this was an error 
that did-not tise to a level of a violation. There was no intent to do harm and was-an honest 
mistake. 


There was discussion surrounding the. fees.and how they were calculated. Additional 
discussion was had around possible violations of the Veterinary Practice. Act. 


A motion was made by: Mr. Almaraz to find Dr. Neal in violation of gross .negligence: no 
second, therefore the motion failed. © 


COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee: concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 
Motion: It was moved and seconded the-Board: 
Dismiss this sie with no ‘violation. 


Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 4 to 1, Mr. Alamaraz opposed. 
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22-135, Karter Neal, DVM 


The information contained in this report was obtained from the. case file, which includes the 
complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 


TR 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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